The labour market position of
second‑generation immigrants in Belgium. National Bank of Belgium Working Paper No. 285 by Corluy, Vincent et al.
Working Paper Research
The labour market position of 
second‑generation immigrants in Belgium
by Vincent Corluy, Joost Haemels, 
Ive Marx and Gerlinde Verbist
September 2015 No 285
  NBB WORKING PAPER No. 285 – SEPTEMBER 2015 
 
Editor 
Jan Smets, Governor of the National Bank of Belgium 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Statement of purpose: 
The purpose of these working papers is to promote the circulation of research results (Research Series) and analytical 
studies (Documents Series) made within the National Bank of Belgium or presented by external economists in seminars, 
conferences and conventions organised by the Bank. The aim is therefore to provide a platform for discussion. The opinions 
expressed are strictly those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of the National Bank of Belgium. 
 
 
Orders 
For orders and information on subscriptions and reductions: National Bank of Belgium, 
Documentation - Publications service, boulevard de Berlaimont 14, 1000 Brussels 
 
Tel +32 2 221 20 33 - Fax +32 2 21 30 42 
 
The Working Papers are available on the website of the Bank: http://www.nbb.be 
 
 
© National Bank of Belgium, Brussels 
 
All rights reserved. 
Reproduction for educational and non-commercial purposes is permitted provided that the source is acknowledged.  
 
ISSN: 1375-680X (print) 
ISSN: 1784-2476 (online) 
NBB WORKING PAPER No. 285 - SEPTEMBER 2015  
 
Abstract 
Belgium has one of the largest gaps in labour market outcomes between natives and individuals of 
foreign origin. One might expect that the children of migrants (the so-called second generation) 
would perform better than the first generation, as they ought to have a better knowledge of the local 
language, better educational qualifications and greater opportunities for work experience in the 
domestic labour market. On the basis of data from the ad hoc module of 2008 Labour Force Survey 
(LFS) we find that employment rates for generation migrants in Belgium are hardly better than those 
for first generation migrants. This finding stands in marked contrast what is found in neighbouring 
countries. Using a unique combination of data sources, we examine the labour market position of 
second-generation migrants in more depth. We find considerable variation in labour market 
outcomes by country of origin and a Fairlie decomposition yields that education is an important 
explanatory factor of the employment rate gap. Yet there still remains a large unexplained part. 
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1 Introduction 
In  Belgium  the  employment  rate  gap  between  individuals  born  in  Belgium  and  non-EU  
immigrants of the first generation is among the largest in the European Union. Compared to 
natives, these immigrants have a higher probability of being unemployed or inactive and/or 
they need more time to find work (De Keyser et al., 2012; Neels, 2001; Kalter and Kogan, 
2006). Research for Belgium has mainly focused on this first generation, i.e. individuals born 
outside  Belgium  (see  e.g.  Corluy  et  al.  2011;  Corluy,  2014;  De  Keyser  et  al.,  2012;  Geets,  
2011; Martens et al., 2005; OECD, 2010; Phalet & Heath, 2010). One might expect that their 
children approximate labour market characteristics of natives, because of better language 
skills and an (easier) recognition of their qualifications. Card (2004) argues that the success or 
failure of native-born children of migrants that are raised and educated in the country of 
residence can be seen as the ultimate benchmark of integration (see also Liebig & Widmaier, 
2010). Little is known about this so-called second generation in Belgium. Is their situation 
more similar to that of natives or to that of the first generation? There are indications that the 
employment gap remains very high for this group (Eurostat, 2011; Vande Zande et al., 2009; 
Heath & Cheung, 2007; Fleischman & Dronkers, 2007; OECD, 2010, De Keyser et al., 2012).  
Using a unique combination of data sources, this study examines the labour market position 
of the second generation, which is defined as those individuals living in Belgium of whom at 
least one parent is born in another country. In this study, natives are defined in a narrow way, 
namely as those people living in Belgium, who themselves as well as all their parents are born 
in Belgium. The labour market position is investigated in the light of the theoretical 
framework of classical and segmented assimilation, which is explained in section 2. For the 
empirical  application  we  use  1)  the  data  from  the  ad hoc module of 2008 Labour Force 
Survey (LFS), which allows for an international comparison, and 2) a new database, which is 
constructed on the basis of matching data from the LFS and the administrative data of the 
Datawarehouse Arbeidsmarkt & Sociale Bescherming. These data are described in section 3, 
together with the methodology. Section 4 then provides a descriptive analysis of the labour 
market position of second generation immigrants in Belgium in comparison with both natives 
and the first generation, while section5 discusses the possible explanatory variables. Finally, 
using different types of statistical methods, we search for the determinants of the differences 
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in employment position of the second generation compared to natives and the first generation. 
The last section concludes and reflects on some potential policy pathways. 
2 The labour market position of immigrants and their descendants in 
Western Europe and Northern America: theories of assimilation 
In this section we present a brief overview of studies that have analysed labour market 
outcomes of the children of the first generation. As little is known for Belgium, most of these 
studies relate to other countries, and especially North America, where the theoretical 
framework  of  classical  and  segmented  assimilation  has  been  used  to  analyse  the  topic.  We  
briefly describe these two theories, as they provide a starting point for our own empirical 
analysis.  
2.1 The position of the second generation relative to natives and first generation 
immigrants 
The socio-economic differences between natives and the second generation have already been 
empirically analysed in several Western countries. These studies indicate that the socio-
economic integration of the second generation lags substantially behind the position of 
natives. They also indicate that the second generation is heterogeneous, as there are often 
large differences according to the origin of the parents (Heath et al., 2008; Heath, 2009; 
Cheung & Heath, 2007; OECD, 2010). For Belgium, Crul et al. (2003) find that Turks and 
Moroccans of the second generation generally experience higher unemployment than one 
would expect on the basis of their education level, age and place of residence. For Germany, 
Worbs (2003) finds that the second generation of Turkish and Yugoslavian immigrants 
between 16 and 25 years is more often unemployed or employed in unskilled labour than 
Germans of native origin in the same age group. For France, Meurs et al. (2003) observe an 
overrepresentation of the second generation in both unemployment and unstable employment 
(temporary or subsidized jobs) and an underrepresentation in the public sector, although they 
also saw a general improvement of the second generation compared to the first. In another 
study for France, Simon (2003) observes for the population aged between 18 and 40 years, a 
higher unemployment rate among the second generation of Portuguese, Turkish and 
Moroccan immigrants, compared to French natives with the same education level. Ekberg and 
Rooth (2003) come to similar conclusions for the Swedish labour market: within the 
population between 25 and 40 years, the employment rate of the second generation for almost 
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all foreign groups is significantly lower than that of Swedish natives, when controlling for 
education, local unemployment rate, household composition and region. Wage differences, 
however, disappear for most immigrant groups when controlling for socio-economic profile 
variables. Exceptions are second generation men with South European and non-European 
origin, who received significantly lower wages than Swedish natives. Fibbi et al. (2006) 
observe a higher unemployment rate in Switzerland for the second generation of German, 
Turkish and Balkan origin. Changhwan et al. (2010) find a significant wage handicap for 
male, black 1.51 - and second generation in the United States, compared to male, white 
Americans of earlier generations with the same education and demographic profile. Herzog-
Punzenberger (2003) examines the position of the Turkish second generation between 15 and 
35 years in Austria and concludes that their unemployment rate, after controlling for socio-
economic characteristics, is only slightly higher than that of the native population. The 
Turkish second generation is, however, overrepresented in unskilled labour.  
Not only is the native population a relevant reference group for the second generation, but it is 
also important to compare the latter’s position with that of first generation immigrants. For a 
long time the theoretical framework has been dominated by the idea of classical assimilation, 
which states that in a ‘normal’ integration process, the second and third generation outperform 
the first generation (Greenman & Xie, 2005; Zhou, 1997). According to this theory the 
process of socio-economic integration is considered to be a linear, quasi-uniform process of 
convergence towards natives for all origin groups. The second generation is supposed to have 
significant advantages over the first generation, such as better knowledge of the language, 
better educational qualifications and a greater chance of work experience in the domestic 
labour market (Heath et al., 2008). Differences in socio-economic position between migrants 
and non-migrants may indicate a difference in the pace of assimilation, they do not have to be 
seen as signs of structural inequality. In recent literature, there is only little support for 
general classical assimilation. 
2.2 From classical assimilation to segmented assimilation 
The theory of a classical assimilation process came under pressure in recent years, due to 
diverging patterns of assimilation between different ethnic groups in several western 
countries. It appeared that for different ethnic groups, both upward and downward 
                                                             
1 The 1.5 generation is usually defined as those individuals that migrated together with their parents to the host 
country just before or during their school career (Heath, 2010). They are born outside the host country, but have 
access to the same education system as natives and the second generation. 
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intergenerational mobility occur for second generation migrants in education and 
employment. Gans (1992) found in the United States such diverse processes of mobility 
among children of migrants of the first generation, showing that the results of the second 
generation often depend on ethnic origin. Based on these ethnic differences, Portes and Zhou 
(1993)  introduced  in  the  early  90’s  the  theory  of  segmented  assimilation.  The  theory  of  
segmented assimilation is to find an explanation for diverging paths of assimilation between 
the different ethnic groups (Feliciano & Waldinger, 2004). The theory of segmented 
assimilation is actually an extension of the classical model of integration built on the idea of 
upward mobility, following from two fundamental criticisms on the assumption of classical 
assimilation. The first criticism is that of multiculturalism: in the classical theory, all groups 
of migrants assimilate to the same ‘mainstream culture’, but following the theory of 
multiculturalism, this hypothesis is no longer tenable. Current society is multicultural, which 
creates the possibility of diverse mobility trajectories (upward, stable or downward) for the 
second generation, at least partly depending on an individual’s cultural environment (Zhou, 
1997). A possible explanation of downward mobility could be that the second generation 
often grows up in disadvantaged areas and assimilates to an existing underclass in the new 
homeland (or may come to replace it). Increasingly, many countries are composed of multiple 
ethnic groups who share similar traits and customs derived from the culture in which they 
were born (ethnic subcultures) (Greenman & Xie, 2005). The ethnic background is in other 
words not just something of the past. The second criticism is more structural in nature: the 
theory of segmented assimilation states that in the destination country, often structural factors 
stand in the way of the classical assimilation process. In a country with a large gap between 
rich and poor and few possibilities of upward mobility, the assimilation process is logically 
difficult (Zhou, 1997). Increased immigration streams are also seen as a structural problem for 
integration, because the ability of countries to absorb new entrants becomes smaller (Alba & 
Nee, 1997). A final structural barrier is obviously racism and discrimination. Proponents of 
classical assimilation theory recognize the existence of these structural barriers to integration, 
but continue to hold to the thesis that these differences are due to differences in speed of 
assimilation, which is still seen as a single upward process for all immigrants (Alba & Nee, 
1997).  
Based mainly on research in the United States, the theory of segmented assimilation 
formulates three possible paths of integration, which can occur in the socio-economic or 
cultural domain. The first is the path of classical, upward assimilation to the middle class. The 
second possibility is downward assimilation of migrants that assimilate to the existing 
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underclass in the country. The third possibility is that of selective acculturation. In the case of 
selective acculturation there is upward mobility, but only partial cultural assimilation. 
Immigrants will then preserve their own culture and values in a strong ethnic network, which 
is used as a buffer against negative environmental factors (Greenman & Xie, 2005; Portes & 
Zhou, 1993; Zhou, 1997). For the socio-economic perspective we use here, the first and the 
third path result in similar labour market outcomes, as both paths result in upward mobility. 
The thesis of segmented assimilation was initially based on certain evolutions in the United 
States. Social researchers saw an increasing concentration of migrants in large cities, which 
often ended up in deprived urban neighbourhoods. Because there was a lack of strong ethnic 
communities as a buffer against negative environmental factors, which was the case for the 
Asian community in the U.S. (Perlmann & Waldinger, 1997), certain ethnic groups 
assimilated to the subculture of the already existing urban underclass (Portes & Zhou, 1993). 
It was therefore possible that children of migrants had a worse socio-economic position than 
their parents. Fernandez-Kelly et al. (2009) studied outcomes of education, income and crime 
of the second generation in the United States and found a significantly greater risk of 
downward assimilation for the Mexican and Caribbean second generation than for other 
ethnic groups. Haller et al. (2011) also suggest that in the United States, different assimilation 
pathways are followed by different ethnic groups, as their research shows signs of upward 
mobility for the second generation of Cuban descent, while the second generation of Mexican 
descent, contrary to the findings of Feliciano & Waldinger (2004), are characterized by 
downward mobility.  
The segmented assimilation theory has been empirically tested in several western European 
countries in recent years. These studies point to selective downward mobility and a 
deteriorating relative position of migrants in the second generation. The difference with 
natives (often referred to as ‘ethnic penalty’) apparently does not decrease for the second 
generation in some cases, but is sometimes stagnating and in some countries even growing. 
Diverging trends are found for groups of different ethnic origins. Crul & Doomernik (2003) 
find an improvement of the Turkish second generation in the Netherlands compared to the 
first generation, but at the same time a downturn for the Moroccan second generation. Algan 
et al. (2009) observe a deterioration for the second generation in France at active age 
compared to the first generation, in terms of both employment and net hourly wages, 
especially among the African and Turkish second generation and to a lesser extent among the 
North African and Asian immigrant population. For Germany, Algan et al. (2009) observe a 
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status quo of the second generation compared to first generation immigrants, with variations 
between different origin groups: they find improvement for the Greek and Yugoslavian 
second generation, but signs of downward mobility in employment and wages for the Turkish 
and Central European second generation. Hammarstedt (2005) compares the salaries of first-, 
second- and third-generation immigrants in Sweden with those of native Swedish workers. 
For almost all ethnic groups wages decline in relative terms, i.e. the remuneration of the first 
generation is relatively better than that of the second generation, who in their turn outperform 
the third generation. Comparing to natives, Ekberg & Hammarstedt (2009) state that the first 
generation receives better salaries, the second generation has a similar position and the third 
generation has significantly lower wages than natives.  
In general, the majority of the literature seems to support the thesis of segmented assimilation. 
The socio-economic outcomes of the second generation relative to natives and first generation 
seems to vary across origin, with processes of both upward and downward intergenerational 
mobility within the same country. 
The research in this paper aims at testing the theses of classical and segmented socio-
economic assimilation for Belgium. We examine the labour market position of the second 
generation in Belgium, both compared to natives and the first generation of immigrants. The 
thesis of assimilation as tested here only relates to the labour market (economic assimilation), 
cultural assimilation is not taken into account. If the classical assimilation thesis applies, then 
we should find a uniform upward mobility process for all origin groups. Upward mobility 
means here that the second generation has higher employment rates and lower unemployment 
rates than the first generation. The classical thesis does not say that the second generation 
achieves the same level as natives. However, in comparison with the first generation 
immigrants, they are closer to the level of native employment. If this is not the case and there 
are significant differences in the relationship between the first and second generation 
depending on origin, segmented assimilation is the more likely framework. In a next step, we 
then try to determine the factors that explain differences in socio-economic outcomes of the 
second generation compared to natives. We analyse here the impact of supply-side factors, 
namely characteristics of the individual. But we acknowledge that also demand-side factors 
(e.g. network effects, discrimination, familiarity with labour market functioning) probably 
also play and important role. 
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3 Data and methods 
Until  recently,  the  analysis  of  the  children  of  first  generation  migrants  in  Belgium  was  
hampered by lack of data in which one could identify this second generation. The EU-Labour 
Force Survey is a large household sample survey providing (quarterly) results on labour 
participation of people aged 15 and over as well as on persons outside the labour market. In 
this harmonised EU-LFS it is in principle only possible to identify the first generation, as it 
contains only information on the country of birth of the respondent. An exception is the data 
from the ad hoc module of the second quarter of the EU-LFS 2008, containing information on 
the country of birth of both parents. This European database allows putting Belgium in an 
international perspective2.  Another  possibility  is  to  use  a  new  database  derived  from  the  
linkage of data from the Labour Force Survey and of the Datawarehouse Arbeidsmarkt & 
Sociale Bescherming.  The  two  databases  are  discussed  in  Section  3.1,  while  Section  3.2  
explains the statistical methods. 
The  division  between  natives,  first  generation  and  second  generation  is  based  on  their  own  
country of birth and the country of birth of their parents. Natives are people who live in 
Belgium, who are born in Belgium and of which all parents were also born in Belgium. 
Immigrants of the first generation are people who live in Belgium, but were not born in 
Belgium. Immigrants3 of the second generation are defined as all persons living in Belgium 
and who were born in Belgium and of which at least one parent was not born in Belgium. 
Because there are major differences depending on origin, the group of immigrants is divided 
into different clusters of origin of the respondents and/or their parents. For the international 
comparison, the classification according to origin is limited to non-EU27 and EU27 origin. 
The  new  dataset  for  Belgium  contains  a  larger  sample  and  thus  allows  for  a  more  detailed  
classification: for EU27 we distinguish between EU15 (i.e. those countries that were an EU 
members state before 2004) and EU12 (i.e. those countries that joined the EU from 2004 
onwards); for non-EU27 we distinguish three groups, notably those originating from Turkey, 
North Africa and other non-EU27 countries.  
                                                             
2 At  the  moment,  the  EU-LFS micro  data  for  scientific  purposes  contain  data  for  all  EU28 Member  States  in  
addition to Iceland, Norway and Switzerland. 
3 Strictly speaking, children of first generation immigrants are themselves not immigrants, as they are born in 
Belgium. When we use the term ‘immigrant’ here, we actually mean ‘foreign origin’, i.e. somebody who is born 
outside Belgium or whose parents are born outside Belgium. 
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3.1 Data  
We first discuss the ad hoc module  of  the  Labour  Force  Survey  (LFS)  2008,  and  then  the  
larger and more detailed database using the Datawarehouse Arbeidsmarkt & Sociale 
Bescherming.  For  both  databases,  empirical  analyses  will  be  performed on  a  sample  that  is  
limited to the group between 20 and 44 years. This restriction has two reasons. First, 
exploratory analyses have revealed that the second generation, mostly the non-western second 
generation is significantly younger than the native population. If the full range of working age 
(15-64 years) is taken into account, the age distribution of the second generation would be 
very skewed compared to natives and these large age effects might distort the results (e.g. 
because employment opportunities are very different for a person older than 50 than for a 25 
year old). The second reason deals with missing values in older age categories. The 
proportion of missing values for the country of birth of the parents is high in the older age 
groups,  which  could  also  bias  results.  Because  the  study  has  its  focus  on  employment,  also  
students are excluded from the sample. Bivariate results are weighted using the available 
weighting variable in the LFS, which adds weights for gender, age and region of residence. 
For  the  international  comparative  perspective  we  use  the  Labour  Force  Survey  (LFS).  For  
Belgium, the LFS is a representative sample from the National Register and provides, in 
addition to demographic characteristics, both general and more detailed data on the 
employment situation, such as the quality of employment, characteristics of the workplace 
and information on job search processes; similar procedures are applied for the other 
countries. In principle this dataset does not allow for the identification of the second 
generation. An exception is the special ad hoc module of LFS 2008, in which respondents are 
asked about the country of birth of their parents. The data of this ad hoc module of the Labour 
Force Survey (further abbreviated as ‘LFS ad hoc’) refer to the second quarter of 2008, and 
thus only includes a part of the entire sample of the year.  
The employment situation of immigrants in Belgium is compared to four neighbouring 
countries: France, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and United Kingdom4. Unfortunately, 
Germany is not included because the German Labour Force Survey makes no division by 
origin of its resident population. In order to have sufficiently large groups, we make a broad 
distinction between EU27 and non-EU27 origin. In Belgium as well as in neighbouring 
                                                             
4 The LFS 2008 ad hoc includes also information for Austria, Ireland, Greece, Italy, Portugal and Spain. Given 
the specific situation of immigrants in these countries, we have chosen to limit the comparison to the 
neighbouring countries only. 
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countries, about a quarter of the population between 20 and 44 years are born abroad or are of 
foreign origin (Table 3.1).  With regard to the second generation, a relatively greater part  of 
the second generation is of European origin than in neighbouring countries. Luxembourg is 
exceptional in the sense that immigration has a very outspoken European character. 
Table 3.1: Share of population groups according to origin and generation, 20-44 years (excl. students), 
Belgium, 2nd quarter 2008. 
 
Belgium  France Luxembourg  Netherlands  United Kingdom 
Natives 75.6% 75.7% 34.4% 76.3% 74.6% 
1st 
generation 
EU27 6.6% 2.6% 42.1% 3.2% 7.0% 
Non-EU27 8.4% 6.8% 6.9% 11.7% 9.6.% 
2nd 
generation 
EU27 5.8% 5.8% 15.9% 2.6% 4.1% 
Non-EU27 3.6% 9.1% 0.8% 6.2% 4.8% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
N 7,856 17,160 3,937 34,734 36,872 
Note: shares are calculated using the available weighting variable in the LFS. 
Source: Labour Force Survey, 2008 
In order to have an analysis that goes into more depth (i.e. with a more refined breakdown 
according to origin of immigrants), and that is more recent, a data request was submitted for a 
linked dataset containing data from the LFS and the Datawarehouse Arbeidsmarkt & Sociale 
Bescherming (DWH AM&SB). For Belgium, the DWH AM&SB includes register data about 
the  country  of  birth  of  both  parents.  The  link  has  ensured  that  for  all  quarters  of  the  years  
2008 to 2012, information on the own country of birth and the country of birth of both parents 
is added to the LFS data5. In terms of employment data, the DWH AM&SB also offers 
additional perspectives. It contains the socio-economic base nomenclature, through which the 
main source of income according to the Belgian social security can be verified. This may be 
different from the two definitions of employment within the LFS, namely the ILO definition 
and the self-defined socio-economic status (cf. infra).  
Table 3.2 gives the number of cases and the shares of the population groups of the new 
database, to which we refer further as ‘LFS&DWH’. Given the larger size (namely around 
four times larger as in the case of the 2008 LFS ad hoc module), it is now possible to present 
results from a more detailed categorisation of both EU27 and non-EU27 migrants. Note, 
however, that the number of EU12 second generation is with 56 in 2012 small; this needs to 
be borne in mind when interpreting the results. All other categories contain at least 200 
                                                             
5 The specific data link for Belgium has been done through an ad hoc question and, hence, does not apply to 
other European countries from the Labour Force Survey. The data matching between the LFS and the DWH 
AM&SB is an exact one, in the sense that the national register numbers have been used to link the individuals’ 
information in both datasets. 
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respondents. Within the group of 20 to 44 years, the share of foreign origin (first and second 
generation) is already very large. In 2012, less than seven out of ten (68.1%) was born in 
Belgium and has both parents born in Belgium. More than one in six respondents (19%) was 
not born in Belgium, while the second generation makes up 12.9% of the sample. Despite the 
short time frame, we can conclude that the proportion of foreign origin in the population is 
growing. The proportion of natives fell between 2008 and 2012 by 4.3 percentage points. 
There is a difference in origin composition between the first and second generation. Within 
the first generation, the largest group (in the age interval 20 to 44 years) was born outside the 
EU27. The second generation on the other hand is more of European origin. More than half of 
the second generation has one or both parents born in a EU27 country, though the share of 
non-EU27 is increasing over time (from 4.5% in 2008 to 5.8% in 2012). For non-EU27 
immigrants, a more detailed breakdown is given in Table A.1.1 in Annex as background 
information. Given the small number of cases for the further breakdown of ‘non EU27’ the 
three categories (Turkish, North African and other non-EU276) are used for the analysis. 
 
Table 3.2: Sample size and shares of population groups, 20-44 years (excl. students), Belgium, 2008-2012  
 Sample size (N) % distribution 
Origin 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
Natives 23,080 21,993 21,320 19,503 19,372 72.4 70.6 69.7 69.0 68.1 
1st generation           
EU27 2,315 2,179 2,342 2,072 2,088 6.3 6.2 6.9 6.7 6.8 
EU15 1,905 1,712 1,744 1,471 1,482 5.1 4.8 5.0 4.7 4.7 
EU12 410 467 598 601 606 1.2 1.4 1.9 2.1 2.1 
Non-EU27 3,142 3,224 3,165 3,292 3,452 9.2 10.4 10.3 11.6 12.2 
Turkey 436 438 411 387 416 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.5 
North Africa 972 1,037 991 1,063 994 2.8 3.4 3.2 3.7 3.5 
Other non-EU27 1,734 1,749 1,763 1,842 2,042 5.0 5.5 5.6 6.4 7.1 
2nd generation           
EU27 2,508 2,524 2,421 2,121 2,118 7.7 7.9 7.7 7.3 7.1 
EU15 2,442 2,458 2,358 2,061 2,062 7.5 7.7 7.5 7.1 6.9 
EU12 66 66 63 60 56 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 
Non-EU27 1,530 1,527 1,686 1,571 1,664 4.5 4.9 5.4 5.4 5.8 
Turkey 246 267 310 290 272 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.0 
North Africa 683 625 694 669 734 2.0 2.1 2.3 2.3 2.7 
Other non-EU27 601 635 682 612 658 1.7 1.9 2.1 2.0 2.2 
Total 32,369 31,136 30,612 28,202 28,305 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Note: shares are calculated using the available weighting variable in the LFS. 
Source: LFS & DWH, 2008-2012 
                                                             
6 In 2012, other non-EU first generation immigrants come mainly from Central and South-Africa (36%), Asia 
(29%) and Central and East-Europe (24%). Almost 10% is born in Central and South-America. The origin 
composition of the second generation non-EU group is quite different. Around 60% of them has at least one 
parent born in Central and South-Africa (potentially in combination with a native born parent). Ten percent has 
at least one parent born in Central and East-Europe and another 10% has at least one parent born in Asia. 
Another 20% lives in a heterogeneous (non-EU) origin household, with parents combining different countries of 
origin (see Table A.1 for more details).      
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Note that for 2008 the shares differ when comparing Tables 3.1 and 3.2, resp. LFS ad hoc and 
LFS&DWH, especially for the second generation. This may be due to demographic 
fluctuations over the year, but also (and most probably) to the fact that registration of country 
of  birth  of  the  parents  is  self-reported  in  LFS  ad hoc, while LFS&DWH relies on 
administrative data for this information, and is, hence, considered to be more accurate. 
3.2 Methods  
The objective of this paper is to gain a better understanding of the employment gap between 
natives and immigrants on the basis of a decomposition method and the calculation of 
marginal effects. 
First, we estimate the factors that affect the labour force position (employed versus non-
employed) of immigrants and natives, using a probit model. We use a Fairlie decomposition7 
method (Fairlie, 2005) to decompose the gap in (non-linear) labour market outcomes (vector 
Y) between two populations. We estimate the gap for natives with EU born and non-EU born 
immigrants respectively, i.e. തܻே െ തܻூ: 
തܻே െ തܻூ =  ൣܧఉ෡ಿ( ேܻ|ܺே)െܧఉ෡ಿ( ூܻ|ܺூ)൧+  ൣܧఉ෡ಿ( ூܻ| ூܺ)െܧఉ෡಺( ூܻ|ܺூ)൧    (1) 
Subscript N denotes the native population, subscript I the immigrant population (EU born or 
non-EU born), X is a vector of control variables and ߚመ  is a vector of coefficient estimates. The 
first term of right-hand side of equation (1) measures the gap due to differences in observed 
characteristics (the composition or structural effect, also called the ‘explained gap’). The 
second term measures the unexplained gap due to differences in coefficients, or returns to 
characteristics (the coefficient effect).  
In  this  decomposition  exercise,  the  choice  of  the  reference  group  has  an  impact  on  the  
estimates outcomes. This is called the index number problem. Several options have been 
proposed to solve the index number problem. The ‘true’ non-discriminatory basis should lie 
somewhere between the native coefficients and the immigrant coefficients:  
ߚכ = ɏߚመே + (ܫ െ ߗ)ߚመூ      (2) 
                                                             
7 The Fairlie decomposition builds further upon the Oaxaca decomposition. The Oaxaca (1973) decomposition 
was initially applied in explaining differences in earnings between population groups. Fairlie (2005) adapted the 
technique so that it could also be used in situations involving a binary dependent variable, which is the case in 
our analysis. 
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where ȍ is a weighting matrix and I is the identity matrix. International literature has used 
different weighting schemes in the decomposition analysis of relative inequalities (Oaxaca, 
1978; Neumark, 1988). In this paper we apply the estimated coefficients of natives on the 
distribution of immigrants (ȍ = 1). Equation (1) refers to the case where natives’ coefficients 
(ߚመே)  are  used  as  the  non-discriminatory  basis.  Neumark  (1988)  argues  that  if  men  are  paid  
competitive wages while women are underpaid, the coefficients of men should be taken as the 
non-discriminatory wage structure. Similarly, we can argue that the labour market position of 
natives is the desirable outcome that immigrants should be able to achieve in a ‘fair’ world. 
One can read this exercise as an ‘equal opportunity’ simulation, moreover because natives are 
by far the largest group (Neumark, 1988; Neels, 2001; Kahanec and Zacieva, 2009). A 
detailed decomposition can be used to determine how much each characteristic contributes to 
explaining the gap. We use Fairlie’s (2005) method while sequentially switching the 
coefficient of each covariate with the reference group and the immigrant group. 
As mentioned, the decomposition divides the difference in employment between natives and 
immigrants between an explained (composition effects) and unexplained gap. However, this 
unexplained part is quite heterogeneous and may include differences in marginal effects and 
interaction mechanisms between marginal and composition effects. We also present the 
marginal effect of the ‘average’ person (i.e. a hypothetical individual with all characteristics 
set at the mean values), which gives the change in the predicted probability of an outcome 
resulting from an increase of one unit of the relevant variable, holding all other variables at 
their respective means. Moreover, these marginal effects are easier to interpret than the probit 
coefficients. Comparing the marginal effects between population groups, gives an indication 
of the extent of the 'ethnic penalty' for the probability of employment. 
4 A descriptive analysis of the labour market position of first generation 
immigrants and their children 
In this section we describe the labour market position of immigrants using the two datasets we 
dispose of. In a first section we use the ad hoc module of the LFS 2008 to put Belgium in an 
international perspective. Next, we draw several labour market indicators from the 
LFS&DWH database. We describe the socio-economic situation of natives and immigrants in 
Belgium based on three different indicators: economic status according to the ILO definition 
(employed, unemployed, inactive), socio-economic position based on an (administrative) 
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nomenclature8 and  work  intensity  on  the  household  level.  In  addition,  also  a  number  of  
characteristics of labour are addressed: wages, contract type, full-time/part-time, job 
categories and possible over-qualification in the lowest job category. 
4.1 Belgium in an international perspective 
We first compare the employment position of natives and different groups of immigrants in 
Belgium with that in four neighbouring countries (France, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and 
the United Kingdom). We make a distinction between EU27 and non-EU27 origin, using the 
LFS ad hoc 2008.  
Figure 4.1: Employment rates of first and second generation EU27 and non-EU27 immigrants in 
Belgium and neighbouring countries, 20-44 years (excl. students), 2nd quarter 2008 
 
Source: Labour Force Survey, ad hoc module 2008 
The first striking observation from Figure 4.1 is the considerable difference between EU27 
and non-EU27 origin. In all countries, first generation EU27 immigrants have an employment 
rate that is close to that of natives, while the non-EU27 first generation shows a very large 
gap. The employment gap between natives and first non-EU27 generation immigrants is the 
                                                             
8 The nomenclature of the socio-economic position is a variable in the Data Warehouse Labour Market and 
Social Protection (DWH AM & SB) which is based on different administrative sources that are supplied by the 
various social security institutions. In the ‘basic’ nomenclature of socio-economic position (without ‘derived’ 
variables), the following positions are distinguished: employed (salaried, self-employment, combination), 
unemployed (with distinctions over different unemployment benefits), inactive (career interruption, pension, 
social assistance, child allowance, disabled) and other.  
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largest in Belgium (with 30 percentage points), although in other countries it is close to 20 
percentage points. The United Kingdom has the lowest gap with 16 percentage points. 
For the EU27 second generation, employment rate are similar to both natives and their first 
generation, and this is the case for all countries. For most countries, the employment of the 
non-EU27 second generation is much better than that of the first and in the case of 
Luxemburg, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom very close to that of natives. Belgium is 
here the exception: the employment rate is roughly the same for first and second non-EU 
immigrants. As a consequence, the employment disadvantage of the non-EU27 second 
generation is much greater in Belgium compared to neighbouring countries.  
4.2 Differences in employment profile using the new database for Belgium 
Given this particular position of Belgium we investigate into more depth these differences 
using the linked dataset LFS&DWH. Table A.1.2 in Annex compares the employment rates of 
natives and immigrants on the basis of the LFS 2008 ad hoc, the linked LFS&DWH dataset 
2008 and 2012. There are some differences for 2008 between the two data sources: the 
employment  rate  of  the  first  generation  is  2.5  à  3  percentage  points  lower  according  to  the  
LFS&DWH, while the non-EU second generation has a higher employment rate according to 
this source (4.6 percentage points). As we already mentioned, LFS&DWH is probably more 
reliable for defining the origin of the individuals, given that register data are used. An 
additional factor is that the LFS ad hoc 2008 includes only data of the second quarter, while 
the linked dataset includes the sample of the entire year, thus smoothing seasonal fluctuations. 
4.2.1 Employment according to the ILO definition  
Table 4.1 shows the activity, employment and unemployment rates of natives and immigrants 
of the first and second generation according to origin for the years 2008-2012. The concepts 
of activity, employment and unemployment are defined here as formulated by the 
International Labour Organisation (ILO)9. Table 4.1 illustrates the difference between EU27 
and non-EU27 immigrants, both in first and second generation. Within the first generation, 
                                                             
9 The (economic) activity rate measures the proportion of a working age population (in this case 20-44 years) 
who are active or potentially active members of the labour market. This rate combines employed and 
unemployed individuals and consequentially gives an indication of the proportion of people working or available 
for work (or training). The employment rate is calculated by dividing the number of persons aged 20 to 44 in 
employment (completed at least one hour of work in the period being measured, or are temporarily away from 
his or her job) by the total population of the same age group. The unemployment rate is defined as the percentage 
of the total labor force (all ‘active’ individuals) that is unemployed but actively seeking employment and willing 
to work. 
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the employment rate of EU27 immigrants is 75.8 percent in 2012, which is almost 10 
percentage points lower than native employment. Also, their unemployment rate is higher 
than  that  of  native  unemployment  (10  percent  versus  5.9  percent).  The  employment  of  the  
first generation born outside the EU27 is much lower. The group with the lowest employment 
rate is the North African first generation, where only half of the population (49.1 percent) is at 
work; for Turkish and other non-EU27 this is somewhat higher (55 percent). These 
differences  also  show  up  in  the  second  generation.  For  EU27  immigrants,  the  difference  
between the two generations is rather small. Both the activity and employment rate of the 
second generation with EU27 origin is about 2 to 4 percentage points higher than in the first 
generation. For non-EU27 immigrants, the situation of the second generation is also better 
than  the  first  generation’s,  with  employment  rates  that  are  on  average  15  percentage  points  
higher. There is within this group a strong difference according to origin. The second 
generation with non-EU27-origin excluding Turkey and North Africa has a similar 
employment situation compared to the second generation with EU27 origin. The situation of 
the Turkish and North African second generation is better than the first generation, but still a 
large gap with natives remains. Their employment rate is more than 20 percentage points 
lower than that of natives (respectively 64.2 and 63.3 percent versus 85.6 percent). Also their 
unemployment rate is strikingly higher than native unemployment (respectively 16.7 and 21.4 
percent versus 5.9 percent).  
Over the economic crisis period, we observe decreasing employment rates between 2008 and 
2012 in general and for most groups. Compared to 2008, the employment position of natives 
has fallen with 1.6 percentage points and for first generation EU27 it has decreased with 1.2 
percentage points10. For non-EU27 immigrants, the drop is larger, namely 3 percentage 
points. Decreases are much smaller for EU27 second generation, and for the non-EU27 
second generation we even find an increase in employment rate from 63.8% to 68.2%. The 
crisis effect has been strongest between 2008 and 2009, when roughly all groups experienced 
a  drop  in  employment  rate  and  also  the  strongest  increase  in  unemployment  rates  over  the  
period. 
 
                                                             
10 These changes are not statistically significant (p-value = 0.05).  
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Table 4.1: Activity, employment and unemployment rates according to origin and generation, 20-44 
years (excl. students), Belgium, 2008-2012 
 
Activity rate (%) Employment rate (%) Unemployment rate (%) 
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
Natives 92.1 92.0 92.1 90.9 91.0 87.2 86.3 86.2 86.1 85.6 5.3 6.2 6.5 5.2 5.9 
1st generation                
EU27 84.2 84.8 84.4 85.4 84.4 77.0 76.2 76.1 77.5 75.8 8.5 10.1 9.9 9.2 10.2 
EU15 86.0 84.9 85.1 86.6 84.5 79.2 77.2 78.0 79.4 76.9 7.8 9.1 8.4 8.3 9.0 
EU12 76.1 84.3 82.6 82.6 84.0 67.3 72.7 71.2 73.3 73.2 11.6 13.7 13.8 11.3 12.8 
Non-EU27 71.1 71.1 71.7 67.3 68.9 56.1 54.8 54.3 52.6 53.1 21.1 23.0 24.2 21.9 22.9 
Turkey 64.8 64.4 68.1 59.5 66.0 53.0 47.5 55.1 47.0 55.1 18.2 26.3 19.0 21.0 16.5 
North Africa 67.4 67.4 67.3 64.8 65.5 50.1 50.1 48.3 47.5 49.1 25.7 25.6 28.3 26.8 25.1 
Other non-EU27 74.9 75.2 75.1 70.6 71.1 60.4 59.5 57.6 56.9 54.6 19.5 20.8 23.2 19.5 23.2 
2nd generation                
EU27 88.6 87.5 88.1 87.2 87.4 79.6 77.5 78.0 78.6 78.7 10.2 11.5 11.5 9.9 10.0 
EU15 88.6 87.6 88.1 87.1 87.4 79.6 77.5 78.0 78.4 78.5 10.2 11.5 11.4 9.9 10.2 
EU12 88.5 84.6 90.4 93.0 88.8 78.2 74.2 77.4 84.3 85.2 11.6 12.3 14.4 9.4 4.1 
Non-EU27 81.2 80.0 84.8 81.6 81.9 63.8 61.9 66.5 65.1 68.2 21.4 22.7 21.6 20.3 16.7 
Turkey 76.9 75.7 82.8 78.3 77.1 60.8 55.9 67.0 63.2 64.2 21.0 26.2 19.0 19.3 16.7 
North Africa 78.0 76.8 83.3 78.4 80.5 54.5 53.7 57.2 56.2 63.3 30.1 30.1 31.3 28.3 21.4 
Other non-EU27 86.8 85.5 87.4 87.2 85.9 75.9 73.6 76.4 76.4 76.1 12.5 13.9 12.6 12.3 11.3 
Total 88.9 88.4 88.8 87.0 87.0 82.1 80.5 80.5 80.0 79.5 8.0 9.4 9.7 8.6 9.2 
Source: LFS & DWH, 2008-2012 
 
Especially  for  the  North  African  and  Turkish  second  generation,  there  are  notable  changes  
between the years. The employment rate of the North African second generation increased 
only slightly to 56.2 percent in 2011 and then makes a big upward jump to 63.3 percent in 
2012. Among the Turkish second generation, the changes are even more remarkable: we 
observe a decrease in employment rate to 55.9 percent in 2009, then a strong rise in 2010 to 
67 percent and stagnation around 64 percent in 2012. These are notable changes between 
years, with the possible explanation lying in the ILO definition of employment, which states 
that any paid work by an individual is taken into account under the definition of employed. 
Precarious and informal employment is thus also included, which can be much more volatile. 
Because of their lower level of education (see later), Turkish and North African second 
generation immigrants are possibly more exposed to such types of employment.  
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Figure 4.2: 95% confidence interval employment rate by origin and generation, 20-44 years (excl. students), 
Belgium, 2008 and 2012 
 
Source: Own calculations, based on LFS & DWH, 2008-2012 
Another possible, and probably more important, explanation is the structure of the sample. 
The LFS is a cross-sectional sample with a different sampling for each year. The Turkish and 
North African second generation is significantly younger than other groups (see later) and 
therefore has a large new inflow in the selected age group every year. Also, there is a large 
margin of error. When including confidence intervals (95 percent) for employment rates (see 
Figure 4.2), several changes between 2008 and 2012 are not significant. In the second 
generation, only for the North African second generation, the difference in employment 
between 2008 and 2012 is significant. Overall, it appears that the crisis has had only a small 
employment effect on migrants, as most differences are not significant. In Tables A.1.3a and 
A.1.3b in Annex, the same numbers are given separately for men and women. The 
employment of immigrant women born outside the EU27 is very low: about one third of the 
female Turkish and North African first generation is at work, for other female immigrants 
born outside the EU27 this is around one half. Turkish and North African women of the 
second generation are more often active and more often employed than the first generation. 
Their activity rate is much higher (nearly 30 percentage points for North African women). 
This difference is also seen in employment (24 percentage points higher for North African 
women of the second generation). The unemployment rate of the Turkish and North African 
second generation remains high, with respectively 22.6 and 23.7 percent.  
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In the following paragraphs, other dimensions of employment will be discussed. This 
information is displayed for the most recent year for which data are available.  
4.2.2 Employment according to the socio-economic nomenclature  
The link with the DWH data allows verifying the administrative employment position. Where 
the employment variable in the LFS is based on the ILO definition, the socio-economic base 
nomenclature of data starts from social security rules. Figure 4.3 shows the distribution in our 
sample according to the main source of income for each respondent according to the Belgian 
social security. The category 'Other' are persons who are registered in the National Register, 
but have no connection with the Belgian social security.  
Figure 4.3: Socio-economic position according to socio-economic nomenclature by origin and 
generation, 20-44 years (excl. students), Belgium, 2012 
 
Source: LFS & DWH 2012 
These  numbers  largely  confirm the  outcomes  according  to  the  ILO definition.  The  share  of  
employees is much lower among all first generation groups when compared to natives; for the 
second generation we observe shares close to natives for the EU27 immigrants. The share of 
self-employed is relatively high among the EU12 group (especially for the first generation, 
but also for the second); much smaller shares are found among the two North African groups 
and the other non-EU27 first generation. There is a striking difference among non-employed 
immigrants between the first and the second generation. When the second generation has no 
job, they are much more likely to be found in unemployment. This is different from the first 
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generation, which is also characterized by high unemployment, but where much more 
immigrants have no (more) link with the social security or enter social assistance, especially 
in the group born outside the EU27. 
4.2.3 Employment on the household level  
The  LFS&DWH  data  allows  looking  at  the  employment  situation  of  the  total  household  
where someone is residing, as it contains data on the work intensity of the household, more 
specifically whether the household is or is not in a position of low work intensity (Low 
Intensity Work). The work intensity of the household is seen as the ratio between the actual 
volume of labour and the potential volume of labour of the household. The potential volume 
of work is the maximum working volume of a household: this is achieved when all working-
age adults (excluding students) have worked full-time the entire year. A household is defined 
as having low work intensity (LWI) if the work intensity is less than or equal to 0.2.  
Table 4.2: Share of individuals in households with low work intensity by origin and generation, 20-44 
years (excl. students), Belgium, 2010 
 
Total Couples11 Singles 
Natives 8.3% 4.9% 20.4% 
1st generation    
EU27 23.5% 20.1% 33.3% 
EU15 25.2% 22.0% 34.7% 
EU12 19.9% 15.7% 30.3% 
Non-EU27 28.9% 23.74% 46.0% 
Turkey 22.8% 17.7% 56.2% 
North Africa 31.9% 27.5% 49.6% 
Other non-EU27 28.7% 23.2% 43.7% 
2nd generation    
EU27 14.8% 8.8% 31.4% 
EU15 14.8% 8.7% 31.9% 
EU12 15.8% 15.4% 17.7% 
Non-EU27 21.7% 16.6% 34.8% 
Turkey 25.3% 20.4% 42.4% 
North Africa 25.9% 20.3% 39.8% 
Other non-EU27 14.9% 9.8% 26.8% 
Source: LFS & DWH 2012 
First generation non-EU27 immigrants have a high proportion of individuals in a LWI 
household (28.9%) in comparison with natives (8.3%) (Table 4.2). The second generation 
performs better on the level of work intensity than the first generation: the share of 
individuals in households with low work intensity is lower for most origins. Nevertheless, the 
                                                             
11 Couples refer to households consisting of two working-age adults (irrespective of the presence of children). 
We present low household work intensity rates for individuals living in couples and single-adult households 
separately because household work intensity rates are, by definition, strongly dependent of household size.    
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proportion remains much higher than among natives, especially in the North African second 
generation (26% live in an LWI household). Couples have a lower share of LWI than singles.   
4.3 Wage differences 
Not only do the first and second generation have different employment probabilities from 
those of natives, also in terms of wage levels and other job characteristics, there are 
substantial differences. The LFS&DWH contains earnings data of employees, self-employed 
and civil servants. Figure 4.4 shows the wage distribution of gross earnings of employees 
only. The data for civil servants and the self-employed are not presented as the number of 
cases  is  too  small  for  certain  groups  of  immigrants  for  these  categories  to  be  analysed  
separately. Moreover, reliability of income data on the self-employed is an issue and this 
administrative data sample struggles with a very high proportion of missing values.  
Figure 4.4: Gross yearly earned income distribution by origin and generation, 20-44 years (excl. 
students), Belgium, 2011 
 
Source: LFS&DWH, 2012 
The earnings distribution of first generation EU27 immigrants is close to that of natives, while 
for the EU27 second generation low wages are somewhat more prevalent. For non-EU27 
immigrants this pattern is even stronger, with a higher share of low wages for first generation 
and especially second generation immigrants. Figure A.1.1 in Annex present more details and 
shows that the disadvantage is largest for the Turkish second generation, with about 70% 
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having a gross income of less than 25,000 euros. This is similar to the situation of their first 
generation. This different pattern of earnings relates mainly to differences in job 
characteristics (e.g. type of contract and branch of activity), and less to differences in work 
intensity (i.e. prevalence of part-time work), as we illustrate in the next section. 
4.4 Differences in other job characteristics  
Other indicators of job characteristics include type of contract, prevalence of part-time work, 
job level and the occurrence of over qualification. We discuss these four topics in turn. An 
important aspect of job quality is job security, measured here by type of contract. A 
permanent  contract  provides  greater  protection  against  dismissal  than  a  temporary  contract.  
The  LFS  provides  information  on  the  type  of  contract  of  each  employee  (permanent  or  
temporary) and provides additional information about the motive behind temporary labour. 
One of the possible reasons is that the respondent wants a permanent job, but is unable to find 
one. This can be interpreted as involuntary temporary employment.  
Table 4.3: Share of temporary and involuntary temporary employment by origin and generation, 
Belgium, 20-44 years (excl. students), 2012 
 
Temporary employment (as % 
of total employment) 
Involuntary temporary employment 
(as % of temporary employed) 
Natives 8.2% 12.6% 
1st generation   
EU27 12.8% 17.3% 
EU15 12.7% 16.9% 
EU12 13.1% 18.3% 
Non-EU27 18.5% 12.7% 
Turkey 11.8% 14.1% 
North Africa 16.5% 16.1% 
Other non-EU27 20.8% 11.3% 
2nd generation   
EU27 9.4% 10.7% 
EU15 9.3 11.0 
EU12 10.8 0.0 
Non-EU27 14.1% 8.8% 
Turkey 16.6 9.3 
North Africa 13.0 6.4 
Other non-EU27 14.3 11.0 
Source: LFS & DWH, 2012 
Table 4.3 shows the proportion of (involuntary) temporary employment of workers by origin 
group. Temporary employment is more present among non-EU27 immigrants than among 
natives, and this is the case for both generation groups. Interestingly, the prevalence of 
involuntary temporary employment is relatively lower for these groups than for natives. 
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Table 4.4 shows the proportion of part-time work by origin for the total working population 
and for men and women separately. For the total working population, differences between 
natives, the first and the second generation are rather limited. For all origins, there is a higher 
proportion  of  part-time  work  among  women.  For  men,  the  proportion  of  part-time  work  is  
only notably higher for the North African second generation (11% versus 5.7% for natives). 
In the case of women, the proportion of part-time work is remarkably higher within the first 
generation: more than half of the Turkish and North African women work part-time. Within 
the  female  second  generation,  there  is,  except  for  the  Turkish  group,  a  lower  proportion  of  
part-time work than for natives.  
Table 4.4: Share of part-time by origin, generation and gender, 20-44 years (excl. students), Belgium, 
2012 
 
Total Men Women 
Natives 20.7% 5.7% 37.7% 
1st generation    
EU27 22.1% 6.9% 36.3% 
EU15 21.7% 6.9% 36.3% 
EU12 23.1% 6.8% 36.2% 
Non-EU27 24.3% 8.4% 47.2% 
Turkey 20.9% 5.9% 57.9% 
North Africa 21.0% 8.3% 50.9% 
Other non-EU27 26.5% 9.1% 44.8% 
2nd generation    
EU27 20.1% 5.7% 37.3% 
EU15 20.5% 5.8% 38.1% 
EU12 7.0% 4.1% 10.9% 
Non-EU27 19.5% 7.9% 33.9% 
Turkey 20.1% 4.7% 44.0% 
North Africa 20.8% 11.0% 33.7% 
Other non-EU27 18.1% 5.9% 30.9% 
Source: LFS & DWH, 2012 
The job level is indicated by the codes of the International Standard Classification of 
Occupations (ISCO). The ISCO scale ranks occupations according to job content and required 
qualifications on a 9-point scale. The scale goes from the highest category 1 of high, 
managerial positions to the lowest category 9 of low-skilled elementary jobs (category 0 
includes armed forces occupations). As can be seen from Figure 4.5, almost half of employed 
natives work in one of the three highest categories. For immigrants, there are large differences 
according to origin. It is again the better position of the other non-EU27 second generation 
that is remarkable, with nearly 6 out of 10 with a highly qualified job. However, this is an 
exception, because the rest of both the first and second generation are overrepresented in the 
lowest categories and underrepresented in the higher categories. But again, the position of the 
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second generation for most origins is better than for the first generation. Within the Turkish 
and North African first generation, nearly 30 percent of the ILO-employed is working in the 
lowest category of elementary labour. The position of the Turkish and North African second 
generation is better, but especially the Turkish second generation is still working significantly 
more often in lower categories than natives.  
Figure 4.5: ISCO classification12 of employed population by origin and sex, Belgium, 20-44 years 
(excl. students), 2012  
 
Source: LFS & DWH, 2012 
Another factor in job quality is overqualification, where immigrants are indeed employed, but 
at a lower job level than can be expected according to their level of education. This is an 
indication of an underutilisation of their human capital. Table 4.5 shows the educational level 
of  natives  and  immigrants  working  in  the  lowest  job  category  9  of  the  ISCO  scale.  This  is  
only one possible definition of overqualification, but it shows already that the phenomenon is 
more prevalent among the first generation than among the second. Except for the Turkish first 
generation, just over 11 percent of the workers in the lowest job category is high-skilled, 
among natives this is only 3.1 percent. In the second generation, this proportion of high-
educated in the ISCO 9 category is only slightly higher than for natives. The origin of degree 
                                                             
12 We distinguish three types of professions based on ISCO (International Standard Classification of 
Occupations), i.e. low-skilled (ISCO 9), medium-skilled (ISCO 4-8) and high-skilled (ISCO 0-3). 
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can play in role in this difference between the first (more likely foreign origin) and second 
generation (more likely Belgian origin). Recognition of foreign degrees may be a barrier here. 
Table 4.5: Level of education of the employed population in the ISCO 9 category by origin and sex, 
20-44 years (excl. students), Belgium, 2012 
 
Low-skilled 
Medium-
skilled High-skilled 
Natives 37.2% 59.7% 3.1% 
1st generation    
EU27 41.2 47.1 11.7 
EU15 57.5 34.5 8.0 
EU12 31.4 54.7 13.9 
Non-EU27 55.6 34.2 10.1 
Turkey 66.1 32.4 1.5 
North Africa 55.6 33.2 11.2 
Other non-EU27 52.9 35.3 11.9 
2nd generation    
EU27 50.2 45.4 4.4 
EU15 50.3 45.3 4.5 
EU12 48.9 51.1 0.0 
Non-EU27 47.8 46.7 5.6 
Turkey 35.3 57.3 7.4 
North Africa 56.2 38.7 5.1 
Other non-EU27 45.5 50.5 4.0 
Source: LFS & DWH, 2012 
5 Description of explanatory variables of employment gap 
In  our  statistical  model  we  try  to  find  an  explanation  for  the  employment  rate  gap  of  
immigrants and natives. Before we do this, we describe those factors that are included in the 
model as explanatory variables, notably education (section 5.1), a set of socio-demographic 
variables (section 5.2) and region of residence for the Belgian analysis only (section 5.3). In 
each section we present the distribution of the characteristics for the countries we consider for 
the international comparison using LFS ad hoc module, and for Belgium separately using 
LFS&DWH. It is important to stress that for the international comparison, results relate to 
2008,  while  for  the  LFS&DWH data  we present  here,  we  use  the  most  recent  data,  notably  
2012. As we have seen before, there are some important differences between the years 2008 
and 2012 for Belgium, which is why the outcomes are not exactly the same for both analyses. 
25 
 
5.1 Education level 
Human capital theory assumes that investment in education is rewarded by improved labour 
market performance. We might expect that (lack of) human capital is a very important 
determinant of individual employment chances. Hence, we include level of education in our 
model as a possible important explanatory variable. Level of education is divided here into 
three categories: low-skilled (ISCED13 0 through 2), medium-skilled (ISCED 3 and 4) and 
high-skilled (ISCED 5 and 6). Similar to other countries, the first generation born outside the 
EU27 in Belgium has a lower share of high-educated and a higher share of low-skilled in the 
age group 20 to 44 years than the native population (Figure 5.1). An exception to this pattern 
is the United Kingdom, where the education profile of the first generation is not so different 
from that of natives. In most countries the share of high education is higher for the second 
generation than for the first. Belgium is an exception: the share of high education is lower 
than among the first. However, for the 2012 data this is not the case. 
 
Figure 5.1: Share of education level by origin and generation, 20-44 years (excl. students), 
international comparison 2nd quarter 2008 
 
Source: Labour Force Survey, 2008 
 
                                                             
13 The International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED) is a statistical framework for organizing 
information on education maintained by UNESCO, see 
http://www.uis.unesco.org/Education/Pages/international-standard-classification-of-education.aspx.  
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Figure 5.2 shows the level of education of natives and immigrants for Belgium in 2012. The 
second generation of immigrants generally has a higher level of education than the first and 
this for all origins, which might indicate classic upward assimilation. However, there are still 
large differences between the groups. The overrepresentation of low education levels among 
Turkish and North African immigrants of the first  generation (over 50%) is also seen in the 
second generation (be it at a lesser degree). Compared to natives, a much higher proportion of 
Turkish and North African second generation has not completed secondary education. The 
opposite is seen in high education, where more than 40 percent of natives are high-skilled, 
which is much lower among Turkish and North African origin groups (resp. 12.9% and 
22.7%). Interestingly enough, the second generation from outside the EU27 has an education 
profile  that  is  even  slightly  stronger  than  that  of  natives,  with  a  similar  proportion  of  low-
educated and a higher share of high-skilled (54%, compared to 43% among natives).  
 
Figure 5.2: Education level by origin and generation, Belgium, 20-44 years (excl. students), 2012 
 
Source: LFS & DWH, 2012 
5.2 Socio-demographic variables: age, gender and household composition 
In the regression analysis in section 6 we include a set of socio-demographic variables as 
controls. We briefly present here age and household composition; gender is also included in 
the regression analysis, but as there were few differences across groups we do not present the 
distribution of this variable. 
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Figure 5.3: Share of age groups by origin and generation, 20-44 years (excl. students), international 
comparison, 2nd quarter 2008 
 
Source: Labour Force Survey, 2008 
 
Figure 5.4: Age distribution by origin and generation, 20-44 years (excl. students), Belgium, 2012 
 
Source: LFS & DWH, 2012 
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The younger profile of the second non-EU27 generation is very apparent in Figure 5.3, which 
may be affect their employment outcomes as they may have less (or no) work experience and 
may be more prone to youth unemployment. Within the group between 20 and 44 years, more 
than 40 percent of the second generation with non-EU origin is younger than 30, compared to 
around one third for natives. This pattern is found in all five countries. There is also a strong 
difference between the age profile of the first and the second generation: first generation non-
EU27 immigrants have an age profile that is similar to natives.  
The more detailed breakdown for Belgium in 2012 in Figure 5.4 shows that the patterns are 
broadly similar for the Turkish, North African and other non-EU27 groups. For EU origin, we 
observe that the EU12 is younger than the EU15 first generation, which is probably an 
indication of the more recent character of this immigration stream coming from the newer EU 
member states. 
 
Figure 5.5: Share of household type (number of working age adults) by origin and generation, 20-44 
years (excl. students), international comparison 2nd quarter 2008 
 
Source: Labour Force Survey, 2008 
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Figure 5.6: Share of household types (number of working age adults) by origin and generation, 20-44 
years (excl. students), Belgium, 2012 
 
Source: LFS & DWH, 2012 
 
In the regression we include an indicator of household composition, namely the number of 
working age individuals in the household. As can be seen in Figure 5.5 in all countries second 
generation from non-EU27 origin lives more in households with three working age 
individuals than the other groups; this is an indication that this group may have a higher 
income sharing potential as there are more potential workers in the household. For Belgium 
2012, we observe that this phenomenon is more pronounced among the Turkish and North 
African second generation than among other non-EU27. 
5.3 Region of residence 
In Belgium the regions differ considerably in terms of economic situation and thus in 
employment prospects for individuals. A difference in geographical spread between natives 
and immigrants may provide an additional explanation for differences in employment. 
Previous research already indicated that due to processes of chain migration and network 
effects, immigrants are more concentrated in urban regions (MacDonald & MacDonald, 1962, 
Burnley, 1975). The LFS only allows geographic breakdown across regions but nevertheless, 
Figure 5.7 provides an indication of the concentration of immigrants, especially in Brussels. 
The  concentration  is  strongest  among  North  African  immigrants.  Almost  half  of  both  first-  
and second generation North African immigrants are residing in the Brussels region. The 
0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%
100%
EU
15
EU
12
EU
27
Tu
rk
ey
N
or
th
 A
fr
ic
a
ot
he
r n
on
EU
27
no
nE
U
27
EU
15
EU
12
EU
27
Tu
rk
ey
N
or
th
 A
fr
ic
a
ot
he
r n
on
EU
27
no
nE
U
27
native 1st generation 2nd generation
single couple at least 3 wa
30 
 
overrepresentation in Brussels is present though less outspoken for Turkish immigrants, 
where the distribution of the first and second generation is nearly equal. 
Figure 5.7: Region of residence by origin and generation, 20-44 years (excl. students), Belgium, 2012 
 
Source: LFS & DWH, 2012 
 
The geographical spread of EU27 immigrants is different across generations. The first 
generation is overrepresented in the Brussels region, while the children of EU27 immigrants 
are overrepresented in the Walloon Region. This concentration of the first generation is 
though biased by having limited the sample to the maximum age of 44 years.  
6 Trying to understand the employment gap 
In this section, we try to grasp the determining factors of these employment gaps and 
investigate whether there are differences across countries in explanatory factors: is it due to 
observable characteristics of the immigrant population, such as education level, or are there 
unobservable factors, which is called in the literature 'ethnic penalty'? This is done by 
applying a Fairlie decomposition of the binary variable of being ILO-employed or not, using 
the unweighted sample (see section 3.2). We first put Belgium in international perspective 
(section  6.1),  and  then  go  more  deeply  into  the  Belgium situation  (section  6.2).  Finally,  we  
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look at marginal effects for Belgium only, thus trying to capture the ethnic penalty (section 
6.3). 
6.1 Decomposition of the employment gap of immigrants: an international comparison  
We first give the outcomes of the Fairlie decomposition for Belgium and neighbouring 
countries on the basis of the LFS ad hoc module. As described in the previous section, the 
explanatory variables are age, gender, household composition and education. We try to 
explain the difference in employment rate gap between natives and the different origin groups 
by these variables. The results are shown in Figure 6.1 for EU-27 and non-EU27 separately, 
as the scale of the gap is very different for both groups. The expected employment rate gap is 
the gap one would expect on the basis of the explanatory variables, i.e. the differences in 
employment rate due to difference in composition of the sample. The unexplained part is the 
difference between the observed and the expected employment rate gaps. In Belgium, France 
and the Netherlands first generation EU immigrants have a larger unexplained part than the 
second generation; in France and the Netherlands, the gap is almost entirely explained for the 
second generation EU immigrants, and then especially by the difference in education level. In 
Luxembourg and the United Kingdom, the gaps for EU immigrants are small, and a large part 
is explained. In Belgium, the position of the EU second generation has improved somewhat 
compared to the first; differences in education level, however, have become a more important 
explanatory factor.  
The special position of Belgium is even more striking when looking at non-EU27 immigrants: 
as already indicated, the employment rate gap is very similar for the first and the second 
generation; moreover, the unexplained part is similarly large for both groups (and much larger 
than for the EU groups, note the difference in scale). This contrasts for instance with the 
Netherlands (and to a lesser extent France and the United Kingdom), where the employment 
rate gap declined substantially, especially accompanied by a steep drop in the unexplained 
part. Differences in education level are the most important explaining factor in Belgium for 
the second generation, while hardly playing a role in the other countries. This relates to the 
education profiles which are more similar to natives in these countries than in Belgium (see 
section 5.1). 
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 Figure 6.1: Fairlie decomposition of probability on employment of first and second generation EU27 
and non-EU immigrants compared to natives, 20-44 years (excl. students), Belgium, 2008 
 
 
Source: Labour Force Survey, 2008 
 
6.2 A more detailed decomposition of the employment gap of immigrants for Belgium  
Figure 6.2 presents the same analysis for Belgium, this time using the most recent year of the 
linked dataset LFS&DWH, which also allows for a more detailed breakdown of immigrants’ 
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groups14,15. For EU immigrants the gap between observed and expected employment rate is 
relatively limited, and this is the case for both EU15 and EU12 immigrants, confirming the 
pattern of the previous Figure. The unexplained part is very small for the second EU15 
generation, with education and region of residence as the main explanatory variables. 
 
Figure 6.2: Fairlie decomposition of probability on employment of first and second generation EU27 
and non-EU27 immigrants compared to natives, 20-44 years (excl. students), Belgium 2012 
 
Source: LFS&DWH, 2012 
 
For non-EU27 immigrants the breakdown over different groups reveals some interesting 
differences. For the first generation education is for the three groups the most important 
explanatory factor, with region providing also a contribution to the explanation (household 
composition has an opposite sign: this means that differences in household composition of the 
Turkish and North African generation compared to natives are such that one would expect a 
higher employment probability). For the second generation the unexplained part is still 
important, though in absolute terms smaller than for the first generation (remember that the 
                                                             
14 The coefficients of the probit regressions and the employment probabilities for the different groups are given 
in Annex 2. 
15 Region of residence is added as additional explanatory variable compared to the international comparison. For 
the first generation, nationality appeared also to be an important explanatory factor (see Corluy et al., 2011). This 
is, however, not a relevant variable for the second generation as more than 90% of the non-EU27 group has the 
Belgian nationality. 
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employment gap decreased for these groups from 2008 to 2012 due to a decreasing 
employment rate of natives and increase for especially Turkish and North African second 
generation, see table 4.1). Differences in education level provide for the Turkish and North 
African second generation around 25% à 30% of the explanation of the employment gap 
(shares that are rather similar to those of the first generation). This variable, however, plays 
hardly a role in the explanation for the second generation of other non-EU27. 
6.3 Marginal effects  
In the previous analyses, we have attempted to determine to which extent composition effects 
may explain differences in employment. It was, however, assumed that marginal effects were 
equal between natives and the first and second generation of immigrants. The question may 
be asked whether this assumption is adequate and whether there may be differences in 
marginal effects between the different groups. As argued in section 3.2, average marginal 
effects are another way of analysing the ethnic penalty. We perform a probit regression with 
dependent variable whether the respondent is employed according to the ILO definition. The 
explanatory variables consist of education, gender, age, household variables and region of 
residence. Regarding education, the group of medium-skilled is taken as a reference group, 
with dummy variables for high and low education. For age, dummy variables are given per 
year added with a quadratic term, given the changing effect of age on employment over age. 
The demographic variables are gender and household composition. The household variables 
are a dummy variable for marriage or legal cohabitation and a dummy variable for having 
children. Interaction terms are added for household composition and gender. We present the 
average marginal effects for EU15 and EU12 together, as well as for Turkish and North 
African, as the coefficients are very close to one another for these separate groups; providing 
all the details would overburden the output. 
The coefficients in Table 6.1 represent for Belgium 2012 the average marginal effects of the 
independent variables on the probability of employment, estimated on the probability of 
employment.  
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Table 6.1: Marginal effects on probability of employment, 20-44 years (excl. students), Belgium, 2012 
  
Natives EU27 1
st  
generation 
Turkish and 
North African 1st 
generation 
Other non-
EU27 1st 
generation 
EU27 2nd 
generation 
Turkish and 
North African 
2nd generation 
Other non-
EU27 2nd 
generation 
(N=19372) (N=2118) (N=2088) (N=1006) (N=658) (N=1410) (N=2042) 
Low-skilled -0.135 *** -0.108 *** -0.111 *** -0.106 *** -0.121 *** -0.169 *** -0.161 *** 
High-skilled 0.084 *** 0.123 *** 0.113 *** 0.109 *** 0.126 *** 0.183 *** 0.130 *** 
            
Age 0.023 *** 0.022 *** 0.035  0.018 ** 0.040 *** 0.039 * 0.087  
Age² 0.000 *** 0.000 *** 0.000  0.000 * -0.001 *** -0.001  -0.001  
            
Female -0.027 *** 0.043  -0.085  -0.069  -0.022 ** -0.011  -0.086 ** 
Couple 0.056 *** -0.011 *** -0.058  0.023  0.071 *** -0.033  0.091  
At least 1 child -0.022 *** -0.070  -0.094 *** -0.009 *** -0.019  -0.115 *** -0.041  
Female*Couple -0.008 *** -0.076 *** -0.316 ** -0.111 ** -0.012  -0.202 * -0.032 *** 
Female * At 
least 1 child -0.062 *** -0.105 *** -0.328 ** -0.126 ** -0.070  -0.216 * -0.060  
            
Flemish Region 0.091 *** 0.084 *** 0.111 *** 0.032 *** 0.121 *** 0.116 *** 0.173  
Walloon Region 0.015  0.043  0.010 *** -0.032  0.005 *** -0.003  0.109  
            
Pseudo R² 0.143 0.137 0.090 0.123 0.148 0.139 0.063 
Source: LFS & DWH, 2012. ***=p<0.01, **=p<0.05, *=p<0.1 
 
The effects of education appear to be stronger for the second generation with non-EU27 
origin than for the first generation and for natives. The effect of low education is more 
negative and the effect of high education more positive on employment. This indicates that 
the skill premium is larger for the second generation. We find this especially for those of 
Turkish and North African origin: having a higher education degree increases their 
employment probability substantially compared to having a secondary education degree. The 
fact that the coefficients for higher education are smaller for the first generation probably 
relates to the fact that often these degrees are of foreign origin16, which frequently face a 
challenge of recognition in Belgium. Except in cases of foreign study, the high-skilled second 
generation has obtained their degree at a Belgian institute of higher education. Therefore, this 
human capital can be used immediately on the Belgian labour market. This is less self-evident 
for the first generation. 
A possible additional explanation may be differences in language skills, given the low 
educational level of the sample. The effect of language skills should be much smaller for the 
                                                             
16 Moreover, reported levels of education in EU-LFS are self-defined.  
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non-EU 27 second generation than for the first generation, as the second generation was born 
in Belgium and has participated in the Belgian education system, which is often in contrast to 
the first generation. Unfortunately, the real impact of language skills cannot be examined 
here.  
Also interesting are the different marginal effects of the demographic variables. Earlier, it was 
found that the employment of the female second generation, more specifically of Turkish and 
North African origin, is remarkably low. Strangely enough, the effect of gender on 
employment does not differ much in the second generation and is only significantly negative 
for the second generation with non-EU27-origin. The crucial factor here is not female 
employment as such, but the interaction between gender and household composition. The 
interaction effect of gender and having children is not significant for the second generation of 
EU27 origin, but strong and negative for the second generation of Turkish and North African 
origin. It is thus apparent that the employment of the female 'non-Western' second generation 
is only slightly lower when they are single or in a couple without children. However, as soon 
as they have children, their employment is much lower, indicating a more difficult or absent 
reintegration of the female Turkish and North African second generation after childbirth 
compared to women of Belgian or EU27 origin. 
7 Conclusion 
In this report, we have examined the labour market position of second generation immigrants 
in Belgium. Based on the LFS ad hoc 2008 data, it is shown that not only the first generation, 
but also the second generation of non-EU27 origin has a much lower employment rate in 
Belgium compared to neighbouring countries. While the employment gap between the first 
generation and natives is similarly large in the five countries examined here, we observe that 
in the neighbouring countries the second generation succeeds in closing the gap with natives. 
According to the 2008 ad hoc module of LFS employment figures of the second generation in 
Belgium are hardly better than those of the first generation. One would, however, expect the 
second generation to perform better, as they should have a better knowledge of the local 
language, better educational qualifications and greater opportunities for work experience on 
the domestic labour market. To investigate this further, we have used a new database, namely 
a link between LFS data with social security data of the Datawarehouse Arbeidsmarkt & 
Sociale Bescherming. This new database allows for a much more accurate identification of the 
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second generation, as register data are used, compared to the self-reported variable in the LFS 
ad hoc 2008.  Given  this  difference,  outcomes  differ  for  Belgium  2008  when  using  the  two  
databases. The more accurate identification of second (and subsequent) generation migrants is 
important if one wants to assess their socio-economic performance and the extent of labour 
market assimilation. Hence, we recommend enabling such data matching in the future for 
improved monitoring of labour market outcomes. 
Based on this new dataset, we tried to uncover whether employment differences between the 
first and second generation of immigrants in Belgium can be framed in the hypothesis of 
respectively classical or segmented assimilation. When the second generation has a better 
position on the labour market than the first generation of the same origin, this could point to 
classical assimilation. We find indeed for 2008 that both EU27 and non-EU27 second 
generation perform somewhat better than the first, but there are considerable differences 
according to origin. Especially for other non-EU27 origin, we find a much better performance 
of the second generation (15.5 percentage points higher employment rate than the first 
generation). For those of Turkish and North African origin, the difference is smaller (around 5 
percentage points). This rather points to segmented assimilation. For 2012, we find that the 
employment gap between natives and the second generation has become smaller, on the one 
hand because the native employment rate has decreased from 87.2% to 85.6%, while on the 
other hand the rates for the second generation increased (contrary to what happened among 
the first generation) to 64.2% for Turkish origin, 63.3% for North African origin and 76.1% 
for other non-EU origin. Apparently, the crisis has hardly had a negative effect on the 
employment of the second generation, which might indicate that the second generation 
appears to be somewhat better equipped for the Belgian labour market than the first. 
Summarizing, the Belgian case seems to correspond to the segmented socio-economic 
assimilation theory than to the classical one, given the diversity in patterns across origin 
groups. 
We have also tried to detect explanations for the differences between natives and immigrants 
of the first and second generation. Using a Fairlie decomposition we found for 2012 that the 
second generation still has a large unexplained employment disadvantage, though it appears 
to be smaller than among the first generation. Among the explanatory variables education is 
the most important one, especially for those of Turkish and North African origin. 
Analysis of marginal effects highlights the major differences between men and women. 
Within the non-EU second generation, female employment remains very low and this seems 
38 
 
to be caused by different marginal effects of household composition. Within that particular 
group, having children has a much stronger negative effect on employment than among 
women of Belgian and EU origin.  
However, important nuances must be placed in the results. The strong short-term fluctuations 
in the employment of the Turkish and North African second generation between 2008 and 
2012 are remarkable. Although their employment position over that period has improved, it is 
still not a solid conclusion that the employment of the non-European second generation is 
structurally improving. A period of four years is too short to determine whether these are 
random fluctuations or a real trend of improved employment of the second generation. Further 
research over a longer period seems recommended for this issue. 
Despite these caveats the results allow for some indications of policy directions. Education is 
not only for the first generation immigrants a crucial explanatory factor, also for the second 
generation it is important, as part of the employment gap points to the lower educational 
profile  of  especially  children  of  Turkish  and  North  African  immigrants.  Moreover,  the  skill  
premium appears to be high for these groups: those that attain a higher degree have a much 
higher employment probability than those that do not. Hence, further efforts are needed to 
continue improving schooling trajectories and outcomes of the children of immigrants, as was 
already  found  in  the  OECD  PISA  studies.  Given  the  differences  in  outcomes  across  origin  
group, a differentiated approach seems appropriate. Also the regional dimension illustrates 
that special attention should go to the labour market position of the younger groups in 
Brussels. Especially for the North African and other non-EU27 second generation, region was 
part of the explanation of the employment gap, resulting from their overrepresentation in 
Brussels. The data used in this paper do not allow to unravel whether this is due to labour 
supply or demand factors. Next, given the strong impact of household composition (marriage 
and presence of children) one might also consider to enhance use of formal childcare among 
mothers with a non-European background, in order to improve their employment 
opportunities. Finally, also the large unexplained part of the employment gap merits further 
attention. Different factors may play a role here, some of them relating to the demand side of 
the economy. Examples include discrimination, network effects, differences in preferences 
etc. Even though these factors fall outside the scope of this study, they are part of the story of 
attaining successful labour market inclusion of individuals with foreign origin. 
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Annex 1: Additional Figures and Tables 
Figure A.1.1: Gross earned income wage earners Belgian population by origin and generation, 20-44 
years, excluding students, 2011 
 
Source: DWH, 2012 
 
Table A.1.1: Share (%) of different groups of non-EU27 immigrants, 20-44 years (excl. students), 
Belgium, 2008-2012 
  
1st generation 2nd generation 
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
Turkey 14.8 13.9 13.5 12.5 12.5 17.5 17.8 19.0 20.0 16.9 
North Africa 30.9 33.0 31.4 32.4 28.9 44.0 43.3 42.5 43.0 45.9 
Central and Eastern Europe 19.4 20.0 18.4 19.2 20.9 22.2 23.4 23.0 23.5 22.4 
Central and Southern Africa 12.3 11.5 12.4 11.8 14.4 3.7 3.5 2.6 1.8 2.9 
Northern America 1.2 1.2 2.0 1.3 1.3 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 
Latin America 5.1 5.2 5.1 5.9 5.2 1.3 0.9 1.4 1.4 1.4 
Asia 15.9 15.0 16.9 16.7 16.8 4.0 3.9 4.4 3.9 4.2 
Other 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 7.3 7.2 7.2 6.3 6.3 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Source: LFS & DWH, 2008-2012 
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Table A.1.2: Employment rate of natives and immigrants, comparison of data sources 
 
natives 
1st gen 2nd gen 
EU27 nonEU27 EU27 nonEU27 
LFS ad hoc 2008 87.6 80.0 58.4 80.7 57.9 
LFS - DWH AM&SB 2008 87.0 77.5 55.6 80.4 63.5 
LFS - DWH AM&SB 2012 85.3 76.5 53.0 78.8 68.1 
 
 
Table A.1.3:  Activity, employment and unemployment rate by origin and generation, 20-44 years, excluding 
students, Belgium, 2008-2012 
a) Men 
 
Activity rate (%) Employment rate (%) Unemployment rate (%) 
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
Natives 95.2 95.0 94.7 93.7 93.7 90.6 89.2 88.5 88.7 87.9 4.8 6.1 6.6 5.3 6.1 
1st generation                
EU27 93.2 93.5 91.8 91.9 90.3 86.7 84.8 83.0 83.7 80.6 7.0 9.3 9.6 8.9 10.8 
EU15 93.2 93.7 91.4 92.5 90.7 86.8 85.6 84.4 85.4 82.6 6.9 8.7 7.6 7.7 9.0 
EU12 93.4 92.9 92.8 90.5 89.4 86.7 81.8 78.5 79.6 75.7 7.2 12.0 15.4 12.1 15.3 
Non-EU27 88.1 86.6 86.3 83.3 83.7 70.1 66.9 66.7 65.7 64.8 20.4 22.7 22.6 21.1 22.5 
Turkey 86.8 83.3 87.1 80.8 86.1 71.4 64.1 71.7 65.2 74.0 17.7 23.1 17.7 19.3 14.1 
North Africa 88.1 89.0 87.7 87.6 84.2 66.8 68.4 65.3 66.1 64.8 24.2 23.1 25.6 24.5 23.0 
Other non-EU27 88.5 85.9 85.1 81.0 82.7 72.1 66.7 66.3 65.5 62.5 18.5 22.3 22.1 19.1 24.4 
2nd generation                
EU27 93.1 91.1 92.0 90.2 90.7 84.3 80.6 81.8 81.2 82.1 9.5 11.5 11.1 10.0 9.4 
EU15 93.0 91.3 91.9 90.2 90.6 84.3 80.8 81.8 81.1 81.8 9.4 11.5 11.0 10.2 9.7 
EU12 96.0 84.0 94.4 89.8 94.3 82.8 73.7 82.4 85.0 94.3 13.7 12.3 12.7 5.4 0.0 
Non-EU27 88.0 86.0 89.4 87.4 87.1 70.5 66.6 71.5 70.1 73.4 19.8 22.6 20.0 19.8 15.8 
Turkey 86.2 86.9 91.1 87.0 86.3 73.4 63.1 76.6 71.1 75.6 14.9 27.5 15.9 18.2 12.4 
North Africa 87.8 85.9 88.5 86.3 88.0 62.8 60.0 64.1 61.1 70.8 28.5 30.2 27.7 29.2 19.6 
Other non-EU27 89.0 85.6 89.5 88.8 86.4 77.4 74.9 76.9 79.0 75.5 13.1 12.5 14.1 11.0 12.7 
Total 95.2 95.0 94.7 93.7 93.7 90.6 89.2 88.5 88.7 87.9 4.8 6.1 6.6 5.3 6.1 
Source: LFS & DWH, 2008-2012 
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b) Women 
 
Activity rate (%) Employment rate (%) Unemployment rate (%) 
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
Natives 88.8 88.8 89.4 87.9 88.1 83.6 83.2 83.7 83.3 83.1 5.8 6.3 6.4 5.1 5.7 
1st generation                
EU27 76.3 77.2 77.7 79.9 79.4 68.7 68.7 69.8 72.4 71.8 10.0 11.0 10.2 9.4 9.6 
EU15 79.5 76.7 79.0 81.5 79.2 72.5 69.4 71.7 74.2 72.0 8.8 9.6 9.3 9.0 9.0 
EU12 63.5 78.5 74.5 76.4 79.9 53.2 66.7 65.4 68.4 71.3 16.3 15.1 12.3 10.5 10.7 
Non-EU27 55.5 55.9 58.3 52.3 55.1 43.2 42.9 42.9 40.2 42.1 22.2 23.4 26.3 23.1 23.5 
Turkey 41.1 40.8 47.4 36.9 43.1 33.2 26.8 37.2 27.6 33.8 19.2 34.3 21.6 25.1 21.8 
North Africa 42.9 42.3 45.9 40.6 44.3 30.3 28.9 30.4 27.6 31.2 29.2 31.7 33.8 32.0 29.6 
Other non-EU27 64.6 66.3 66.8 61.7 61.7 51.4 53.6 50.5 49.5 48.2 20.4 19.2 24.4 19.8 21.9 
2nd generation                
EU27 84.0 83.7 84.1 84.2 83.9 74.8 74.1 74.0 76.0 74.9 11.0 11.5 12.0 9.7 10.7 
EU15 84.1 83.6 84.1 83.8 83.9 74.8 74.0 74.1 75.8 74.9 11.1 11.5 11.9 9.6 10.7 
EU12 81.3 85.2 84.3 96.5 83.1 73.8 74.6 69.8 83.5 75.7 9.3 12.4 17.2 13.5 8.9 
Non-EU27 74.3 74.8 80.1 75.8 76.4 57.1 57.7 61.4 60.0 62.8 23.2 22.8 23.3 20.9 17.8 
Turkey 65.8 65.6 75.0 69.5 67.3 45.8 49.4 58.0 55.1 52.1 30.5 24.7 22.6 20.8 22.6 
North Africa 68.9 69.4 78.1 71.2 72.6 46.9 48.6 50.6 51.7 55.4 32.0 29.9 35.3 27.4 23.7 
Other non-EU27 84.6 85.5 85.1 85.3 85.2 74.4 72.5 75.9 73.5 76.8 12.0 15.2 10.8 13.9 9.8 
Total 88.8 88.8 89.4 87.9 88.1 83.6 83.2 83.7 83.3 83.1 5.8 6.3 6.4 5.1 5.7 
Source: LFS & DWH, 2008-2012 
 
45 
 
Annex 2: Probit regressions 
A2.1: Probit regression, ILO employment probability, natives, 2012 
 
Probit regression                                 Number of obs   =      19372 
                                                  LR chi2(10)     =    2209.11 
                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0000 
Log likelihood = -6970.9098                       Pseudo R2       =     0.1368 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
   employed_d |      Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
--------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 
          age |   .0152426   .0020225     7.54   0.000     .0112785    .0192067 
          sex |   .3881531   .0249593    15.55   0.000     .3392339    .4370724 
      married |   .0604306   .0318462     1.90   0.058    -.0019868     .122848 
hhnbpers_wa_1 |  -.3797216   .0323796   -11.73   0.000    -.4431845   -.3162587 
hhnbpers_wa_3 |  -.3056069   .0372858    -8.20   0.000    -.3786858    -.232528 
      hhwchld |   .0496021   .0281452     1.76   0.078    -.0055616    .1047657 
       educ_l |  -.6820935   .0304139   -22.43   0.000    -.7417036   -.6224834 
       educ_h |   .4468903   .0282627    15.81   0.000     .3914964    .5022842 
      reg_fle |   .4328497   .0544631     7.95   0.000      .326104    .5395954 
      reg_wal |   .0526049   .0544557     0.97   0.334    -.0541264    .1593362 
        _cons |   .1984298    .084271     2.35   0.019     .0332616    .3635979 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
A2.2: Probit regression, ILO employment probability, first generation EU15, 2012 
 
Probit regression                                 Number of obs   =       1482 
                                                  LR chi2(10)     =     106.59 
                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0000 
Log likelihood = -727.53221                       Pseudo R2       =     0.0683 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
   employed_d |      Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
--------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 
          age |   .0122894    .006259     1.96   0.050      .000022    .0245568 
          sex |   .4007987   .0783303     5.12   0.000     .2472741    .5543233 
      married |   .0161242   .0921652     0.17   0.861    -.1645163    .1967647 
hhnbpers_wa_1 |  -.1932369   .0990968    -1.95   0.051    -.3874631    .0009893 
hhnbpers_wa_3 |  -.1189714   .1420037    -0.84   0.402    -.3972936    .1593507 
      hhwchld |   .0386167    .090996     0.42   0.671    -.1397323    .2169656 
       educ_l |  -.2798686   .1019425    -2.75   0.006    -.4796723   -.0800649 
       educ_h |   .4934726   .0904184     5.46   0.000     .3162559    .6706894 
      reg_fle |   .2522654   .1010958     2.50   0.013     .0541212    .4504096 
      reg_wal |   .1504332   .0932631     1.61   0.107    -.0323592    .3332256 
        _cons |  -.0701464   .2190032    -0.32   0.749    -.4993849     .359092 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
A2.3: Probit regression, ILO employment probability, first generation EU12, 2012 
 
Probit regression                                 Number of obs   =        606 
                                                  LR chi2(10)     =      62.46 
                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0000 
Log likelihood = -323.58812                       Pseudo R2       =     0.0880 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
   employed_d |      Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
--------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 
          age |   .0147106   .0095603     1.54   0.124    -.0040272    .0334483 
          sex |   .2988214   .1220604     2.45   0.014     .0595875    .5380554 
      married |  -.0132105   .1368004    -0.10   0.923    -.2813344    .2549135 
hhnbpers_wa_1 |  -.0264521   .1522673    -0.17   0.862    -.3248906    .2719863 
hhnbpers_wa_3 |  -.0764853    .190056    -0.40   0.687    -.4489882    .2960177 
      hhwchld |  -.0644681   .1303201    -0.49   0.621    -.3198908    .1909546 
       educ_l |  -.5984387   .1294693    -4.62   0.000     -.852194   -.3446835 
       educ_h |   .4469311   .1550583     2.88   0.004     .1430223    .7508398 
      reg_fle |   .3522991   .1324416     2.66   0.008     .0927184    .6118799 
      reg_wal |   .0287171   .1627394     0.18   0.860    -.2902463    .3476805 
        _cons |   .0522575   .3415887     0.15   0.878    -.6172441    .7217591 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 
 
A2.4: Probit regression, ILO employment probability, first generation Turkey, 2012 
 
Probit regression                                 Number of obs   =        416 
                                                  LR chi2(10)     =      96.50 
                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0000 
Log likelihood = -238.36231                       Pseudo R2       =     0.1683 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
   employed_d |      Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
--------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 
          age |   .0024013   .0114132     0.21   0.833    -.0199682    .0247708 
          sex |   1.063927   .1383778     7.69   0.000     .7927116    1.335142 
      married |  -.0669094   .2286204    -0.29   0.770    -.5149972    .3811784 
hhnbpers_wa_1 |  -.2501947   .2443616    -1.02   0.306    -.7291345    .2287452 
hhnbpers_wa_3 |  -.3554531   .2072487    -1.72   0.086     -.761653    .0507469 
      hhwchld |   .1822561   .1910231     0.95   0.340    -.1921424    .5566545 
       educ_l |  -.3298096   .1460583    -2.26   0.024    -.6160787   -.0435405 
       educ_h |   .3031165   .2728983     1.11   0.267    -.2317543    .8379872 
      reg_fle |   .0989186    .175563     0.56   0.573    -.2451785    .4430157 
      reg_wal |  -.5011894   .1919137    -2.61   0.009    -.8773333   -.1250454 
        _cons |  -.2496211   .4759154    -0.52   0.600    -1.182398     .683156 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
A2.5: Probit regression, ILO employment probability, first generation North Africa, 2012 
 
Probit regression                                 Number of obs   =        994 
                                                  LR chi2(10)     =     176.64 
                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0000 
Log likelihood = -600.01813                       Pseudo R2       =     0.1283 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
   employed_d |      Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
--------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 
          age |   .0335225   .0075531     4.44   0.000     .0187187    .0483262 
          sex |   .8196452    .088403     9.27   0.000     .6463784    .9929119 
      married |  -.0714076    .123002    -0.58   0.562    -.3124871    .1696719 
hhnbpers_wa_1 |  -.0565848   .1276531    -0.44   0.658    -.3067803    .1936108 
hhnbpers_wa_3 |   .1540244   .1658419     0.93   0.353    -.1710196    .4790685 
      hhwchld |   .0327778   .1092294     0.30   0.764    -.1813078    .2468634 
       educ_l |  -.3853062   .0959781    -4.01   0.000    -.5734198   -.1971926 
       educ_h |   .3406034   .1286891     2.65   0.008     .0883774    .5928294 
      reg_fle |   .2686874   .1021039     2.63   0.009     .0685675    .4688073 
      reg_wal |   .1754673   .1067273     1.64   0.100    -.0337144     .384649 
        _cons |   -1.57825   .2784213    -5.67   0.000    -2.123946   -1.032554 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
A2.6: Probit regression, ILO employment probability, first generation other nonEU, 2012 
 
Probit regression                                 Number of obs   =       2042 
                                                  LR chi2(10)     =     169.57 
                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0000 
Log likelihood = -1320.2108                       Pseudo R2       =     0.0603 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
   employed_d |      Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
--------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 
          age |   .0259307   .0047951     5.41   0.000     .0165325    .0353288 
          sex |   .4106159   .0595773     6.89   0.000     .2938466    .5273852 
      married |  -.0504567   .0679495    -0.74   0.458    -.1836353    .0827219 
hhnbpers_wa_1 |  -.1681483   .0753275    -2.23   0.026    -.3157875    -.020509 
hhnbpers_wa_3 |  -.1319804   .1051033    -1.26   0.209    -.3379791    .0740183 
      hhwchld |    .099342   .0675058     1.47   0.141     -.032967     .231651 
       educ_l |  -.2838311   .0691406    -4.11   0.000    -.4193442    -.148318 
       educ_h |   .3008409   .0713801     4.21   0.000     .1609385    .4407433 
      reg_fle |    .084027   .0689535     1.22   0.223    -.0511194    .2191733 
      reg_wal |  -.0893009   .0732257    -1.22   0.223    -.2328206    .0542189 
        _cons |   -.893699   .1739602    -5.14   0.000    -1.234655   -.5527432 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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A2.7: Probit regression, ILO employment probability, second generation EU15, 2012 
 
Probit regression                                 Number of obs   =       2062 
                                                  LR chi2(10)     =     279.50 
                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0000 
Log likelihood = -930.50703                       Pseudo R2       =     0.1306 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
   employed_d |      Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
--------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 
          age |   .0179399   .0055369     3.24   0.001     .0070878     .028792 
          sex |   .4360948   .0699844     6.23   0.000     .2989278    .5732618 
      married |   .0224387   .0891421     0.25   0.801    -.1522766     .197154 
hhnbpers_wa_1 |  -.5353379   .0866491    -6.18   0.000     -.705167   -.3655087 
hhnbpers_wa_3 |  -.2030474   .1060396    -1.91   0.056    -.4108813    .0047865 
      hhwchld |   .1495284   .0793339     1.88   0.059    -.0059632    .3050199 
       educ_l |  -.4854546   .0803851    -6.04   0.000    -.6430066   -.3279027 
       educ_h |   .5314465   .0819154     6.49   0.000     .3708953    .6919977 
      reg_fle |   .4722665   .1220192     3.87   0.000     .2331133    .7114198 
      reg_wal |   .0071582   .1056126     0.07   0.946    -.1998387     .214155 
        _cons |  -.0775049   .2094794    -0.37   0.711     -.488077    .3330671 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 
A2.8: Probit regression, ILO employment probability, second generation EU12, 2012 
 
Probit regression                                 Number of obs   =         53 
                                                  LR chi2(9)      =      16.13 
                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0642 
Log likelihood = -12.622036                       Pseudo R2       =     0.3898 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
   employed_d |      Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
--------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 
          age |   .1173433   .0701458     1.67   0.094    -.0201399    .2548265 
          sex |   1.682289   .7724008     2.18   0.029     .1684116    3.196167 
      married |  -.2271792   .9740107    -0.23   0.816    -2.136205    1.681847 
hhnbpers_wa_1 |  -1.131572    .960624    -1.18   0.239     -3.01436    .7512165 
hhnbpers_wa_3 |  -.5194647   1.010101    -0.51   0.607    -2.499225    1.460296 
      hhwchld |  -.8697491   .8209385    -1.06   0.289    -2.478759    .7392607 
       educ_l |          0  (omitted) 
       educ_h |   1.188557   .6567913     1.81   0.070    -.0987306    2.475844 
      reg_fle |  -1.101363   .8518225    -1.29   0.196    -2.770904    .5681787 
      reg_wal |   .2947978   .7840128     0.38   0.707    -1.241839    1.831435 
        _cons |   -2.59266   2.192664    -1.18   0.237    -6.890203    1.704883 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
A2.9: Probit regression, ILO employment probability, second generation Turkey, 2012 
 
 
Probit regression                                 Number of obs   =        272 
                                                  LR chi2(10)     =      54.61 
                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0000 
Log likelihood = -149.29215                       Pseudo R2       =     0.1546 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
   employed_d |      Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
--------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 
          age |   .0110106    .016798     0.66   0.512    -.0219129    .0439342 
          sex |    .899019   .1830104     4.91   0.000     .5403253    1.257713 
      married |   .2221025   .2335607     0.95   0.342    -.2356681     .679873 
hhnbpers_wa_1 |  -.1419493   .2644316    -0.54   0.591    -.6602258    .3763271 
hhnbpers_wa_3 |   .3416085   .2713001     1.26   0.208      -.19013     .873347 
      hhwchld |    .199028   .2035501     0.98   0.328    -.1999229    .5979788 
       educ_l |   -.662886   .1898995    -3.49   0.000    -1.035082   -.2906899 
       educ_h |   .5324992   .2831636     1.88   0.060    -.0224912     1.08749 
      reg_fle |   .3911352   .2301501     1.70   0.089    -.0599507    .8422211 
      reg_wal |  -.0846564   .2631172    -0.32   0.748    -.6003566    .4310437 
        _cons |  -.7109898   .5621342    -1.26   0.206    -1.812753    .3907731 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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A2.10: Probit regression, ILO employment probability, second generation North Afrika, 2012 
 
Probit regression                                 Number of obs   =        734 
                                                  LR chi2(10)     =      94.60 
                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0000 
Log likelihood = -438.15855                       Pseudo R2       =     0.0974 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
   employed_d |      Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
--------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 
          age |   .0190501   .0091455     2.08   0.037     .0011253    .0369748 
          sex |   .5040544   .1053668     4.78   0.000     .2975392    .7105696 
      married |  -.1056945   .1350555    -0.78   0.434    -.3703984    .1590094 
hhnbpers_wa_1 |  -.2259781   .1459422    -1.55   0.122    -.5120195    .0600633 
hhnbpers_wa_3 |  -.0123533   .1488013    -0.08   0.934    -.3039985    .2792918 
      hhwchld |  -.0907299   .1212177    -0.75   0.454    -.3283122    .1468523 
       educ_l |  -.4605693   .1151148    -4.00   0.000    -.6861901   -.2349486 
       educ_h |   .6017138    .135339     4.45   0.000     .3364541    .8669734 
      reg_fle |   .3101914   .1222335     2.54   0.011     .0706181    .5497647 
      reg_wal |   .0262517   .1276804     0.21   0.837    -.2239974    .2765008 
        _cons |  -.4091773   .2963139    -1.38   0.167    -.9899419    .1715873 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 
A2.11: Probit regression, ILO employment probability, second generation other nonEU, 2012 
 
Probit regression                                 Number of obs   =        658 
                                                  LR chi2(10)     =      96.88 
                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0000 
Log likelihood = -316.54975                       Pseudo R2       =     0.1327 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
   employed_d |      Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
--------------+---------------------------------------------------------------- 
          age |   .0370783   .0112073     3.31   0.001     .0151124    .0590441 
          sex |   .2526298    .121373     2.08   0.037      .014743    .4905165 
      married |  -.1114596   .1575474    -0.71   0.479    -.4202469    .1973277 
hhnbpers_wa_1 |  -.2980588   .1524234    -1.96   0.051    -.5968031    .0006855 
hhnbpers_wa_3 |  -.0840694   .1677369    -0.50   0.616    -.4128276    .2446888 
      hhwchld |    .035828   .1404869     0.26   0.799    -.2395213    .3111774 
       educ_l |  -.6516466   .1664521    -3.91   0.000    -.9778867   -.3254065 
       educ_h |   .5259806   .1319896     3.99   0.000     .2672859    .7846754 
      reg_fle |   .6136879   .1589806     3.86   0.000     .3020917    .9252841 
      reg_wal |   .3798762   .1390829     2.73   0.006     .1072787    .6524737 
        _cons |  -.9283474   .3486527    -2.66   0.008    -1.611694   -.2450006 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
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